
Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County 

Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 3.5-587 

 
  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.5-588 Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 

I052 
Ruth and Bob Whitehouse 

October 25, 2015 

 

I052-1 The comment expresses opposition to more construction and concerns regarding compliance 

with BMPs in the Lake Tahoe Basin. The comment does not specifically address the content, 

analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR. Please see response to comment IO18-7, which 

explains that no portion of the West Parcel is located within the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

I052-2 The comment expresses concern regarding traffic on SR 267. See Draft EIR Chapter 10, 

“Transportation and Circulation,” which describes the existing conditions and potential traffic 

and circulation effects associated with the MVWPSP.  

IO52-3 The comment expresses opposition to the MVWPSP. The Placer County Planning Commission 

and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or 

qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions regarding the 

project.  
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I053 
Jerry Winters 

December 21, 2015 

 

I053-1 The comment notes that the proposed project is not located in an urban area, contrary to the 

2012 Tahoe Regional Plan and Placer County Area Plan. As explained in Chapter 3, “Project 

Description,” and Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR, no portion of the MVWPSP West Parcel is 

located on lands under the jurisdiction of TRPA; therefore, it is not subject to the 2012 Tahoe 

Regional Plan or Placer County Area Plan. Potential impacts to zoning are evaluated in Draft 

EIR Impact 5-3, “Conflict with the Placer County General Plan, Martis Valley Community Plan, 

designations or zoning, or plan policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect.”  

I053-2 The comment expresses opposition to the project due to development of the ridge lines and 

adverse effects on night skies. Project-related impacts to scenic vistas and light and glare 

were thoroughly evaluated in the EIR and determined to be less than significant (see Draft 

EIR Impact 9-1, “Adverse effects on scenic vistas,” and Impact 9-4, “New sources of light and 

glare.”) The project would, however, contribute to cumulative significant and unavoidable 

light and glare impacts, as discussed in Cumulative Impact 9-9. Please also see Master 

Response 4, which discusses visual resources evaluation methodology. Also see responses 

to comments IO27-1 and IO50-3 regarding ridgeline protections. 

See also response to comment IO18 -7, which explains that no portion of the West Parcel is 

located within the Lake Tahoe Basin. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and ridgeline 

protections into consideration. 

I053-3 The comment expresses concern related to emergency evacuation. Please see Master 

Response 9 related to wildland fire, emergency evacuation, and the draft Emergency 

Preparedness and Evacuation Plan prepared as part of the MVWPSP.  

I053-4 The comment asserts that project would result in substantial traffic congestion and gridlock. 

See Draft EIR Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation,” which describes the existing 

conditions and potential traffic and circulation effects associated with the MVWPSP. The 

traffic analysis in the Draft EIR is based on traffic volume data collected in August 2013 and 

March 2014; site visits conducted in May 2014; and incorporation, where appropriate, of 

data from local and regional transportation studies. The traffic study area includes roadways, 

intersections, and freeway facilities based on past studies in the Martis Valley area, the 

project’s expected travel characteristics, and consultation with staff from Placer County and 

Caltrans, as listed in Draft EIR Section 10.1.1. All technical calculations related to the traffic 

analysis are provided in Appendix I of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 9 related to 

wildland fire, emergency evacuation, and the draft Emergency Preparedness and Evacuation 

Plan prepared as part of the MVWPSP. For information on vehicle miles traveled, see Master 

Response 6. 

I053-5 The comment asserts that the cumulative analysis should have included existing 

development, such as Northstar. As explained in Section 4.2.1 of the Draft EIR, “Cumulative 

Impact Approach,” the effects of past and present projects on the environment are reflected 

by the existing conditions in the project area. In addition, a list of probable future projects is 

provided in Table 4-2 of the Draft EIR. Probable future projects are those in the project 

vicinity that have the possibility of interacting with the proposed project to generate a 

cumulative impact (based on proximity and construction schedule) and either:  

 are partially occupied or under construction,  
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 have received final discretionary approvals,  

 have applications accepted as complete by local agencies and are currently undergoing 

environmental review, or  

 are proposed projects that have been discussed publicly by an applicant or that 

otherwise become known to a local agency and have provided sufficient information 

about the project to allow at least a general analysis of environmental impacts.  

The Draft EIR cumulative list considers related projects likely to be constructed over the 

approximately 20-year buildout of the proposed MVWPSP. This time period was selected 

because it coincides with the timing of the introduction of project impacts (project impacts 

would be introduced by construction and operational activities); it is consistent with the 

timing requirements for water supply assessments (CCR Section 15155); and it would be 

speculative to forecast development beyond this 20-year timeframe.  

Therefore, existing Northstar development is reflected in the environmental setting sections 

throughout the Draft EIR, and the Northstar Mountain Master Plan, Northstar Forest Flyer, 

Northstar Highlands Phase II, and Northstar at Tahoe Ski Trail Widening are listed in Table 

4-2, along with many other related projects.  

  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.5-592 Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 

 
  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County 

Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 3.5-593 

I054 
Eric Wold 

December 22, 2015 

 

I054-1 The comment expresses concerns related to campers. The MVWPSP does not include 

campsites. For concerns related to the separate Brockway Campground Proposal, see 

Master Response 2. 
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I055 
Heather (No Last Name Provided) 

October 27, 2015 

 

I055-1 The comment expresses opposition to the MVWPSP. The comment does not specifically 

address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR. The Placer County Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the 

merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions 

regarding the project.  
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